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How  Production  in  Gage,  Nebraska,  Soil  Conserv^ation 
District  was  Stepped  Up-^ 


The  Gage  Soil  Conservation  District  in  Nebraska  was  confronted  with  a very  heavy 
v/ork  load.  In  addition  to  the  requitements  for  assisting  district  cooperators, 
the  number  of  AGP  referrals  xras  large  and  steadily  increasing.  The  work  unit 
consemrationist,  Dexter  Haws,  and  his  assistants  began  to  take  stock  of  the  local 
situation.  They  Icnew  they  were  all  working  steadily  at  their  job,  put  they  were 
not  satisfied  vdth  their  accomplishraents  in  comparison  to  the  time  spent  on  the 
job. 

After  studying  their'  problem  and  discussing  it  w5,th  the  District  Governing  Board, 
they  decided  on  a definite  course  of  action.  They  decided  arnong  other  tidngs 
that  it  would  be  \jise  to  better  organize  their  work.  Here  are  some  of  the  actions 
they  took:  , " 

1.  The  Gage  Soil  Conservation  District  (Gage  County)  consisted  of 
2k  townships.  It  was  decided  to  break  the  district  work  load 
down  to  the  2h  tovmships  or  areas  of  operations,  since  there  were 
so  few  rural  communities.  This  was  done  in  late  December  1952. 

After  setting  up  the  areas  of  operation  according  to  townships, 
the  second  step  was  to  establish  the  work  unit  files  by  tovmships. 

These  files  consisted  of  information  on  farm  planning,  application 
and  maintenance.  This  was  accomplished  by  placing  tovmsliip  di-' 
viders  in  the  files.  Appropriate  subject  matter  folders  xmre  then 
placed  according  to  each  township.  These  subject  raatter  folders 
consisted  of  such  items  as  AGP  referrals,  requests"  for  assistance 

in  planning,  soil  and  capability  mnps,  records  of  groups  and  leaders, 
farm  conservation  plans,  and  requests  for  assistance' in  lay-rouf  work, 

2.  Weekly  schedules  for  all  vjork  imit  personnel  v;ere  vrorked  out  in 
advance.  The  schedules  provided  for.  a full  day’s  xmrk  in  one  or“' 
adjoining  townships  depending  on  the  vjork  load  shown  by  the  files. 

Soil  Conservation  Service  aids  were  assigned  to  specific  work  areas 
so  they  became  more  familiar  with  individual  farmers  as  well  as 
better  acquainted  vri.th  the  farms. 

3.  Information  prograrriS  were  started  to  let  the  public  know  about  the 

more  efficient  and  orderly  ways  of  operations.  The  32  contractors 
in  Gage  Work  Unit  were  given  special  attention  regarding  the  new 
method  of  operations.  They  cooperated  fully.  Farmers  cooperated 
in  the  efficient  method  of  operations  and  xrould  not  demand  assis- 
tance- out  of  turn-v7hich  previously  disrupted  schedules^- 

Uc  Small  groups  and  their  loaders  vjere  v.nrked  vjith  v/herever  possible 
in  each  townsliip.  Special  attention  was  given  to  working  with 
"opinion  molders,'' 


---Prepared  by  J,  Dexter  Haws,  Work  Unit  Gonservationst,  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
Beatrice,  Nebraska  in  collaboration  vjith  Hugh  A,  Brown,  Farm  and  Ranch  Planning 
Branch,  Washington,  Do  C, 
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5*  A map  of  Ga.ge  County  was  prepared  showing  townships  and  a number 
was  given  each  toxniship.  A land  oxniership  2:iap  of  each  tovniship 
X'jas  prepared  and  a number  assigned  to  each  farm.  With  the  use 
of  the  ownership  map  it  was  possible  to  'spot'  the  location  of  a 
farm  instantlyo  An  alphabetical  cooperator’s  register  irdth  the 
legal  description  was  maintained  for  the  district  so  any  farm 
could  be  found  almost  iiirniediatcly.  This  facilitated -efficient 
scheduling  of  time  x-jithin  toxanships  and  a reduction  of  mileage, 

6.  A training  program  that  developed  each  i-ndividual  to  serve  to  his 
greatest  capacity  was  carried  on  in  the  work  unit.  Frequent  staff 
conferences  were  held,  ■':£■. M- 

7o  Recognition  for  a job  xjcll  done  gave  each  man  the  incentive  to  do 
a better  job  for  the  Service, 

8.  An  effort  was  made  to  instill  into  each  employee  the  .idea  that 
his  job  was  of  the  greatest  importance  to  the  entire  organization 
, and  that  he  should  be  as  efficient  as  possible  in  order  to  turn 
out  the  majcimun  amount  of  xjork.  Individual  goals  were  developed 
with  each  employee, 

9i  This  system  of  operation  was  developed  in  December  1952  and  put 
into  effect  for  the  calendar  year  1953 • Weather  and  other  factors 
which  might  be  expected  to  affect  field  vrork  were  comparable  for 
both  years, 

10.  From  year  to  year  the  personnel  in  the  work  unit  gained  experience 
xihich  was  a factor  in  increasing  production, 

11,  The.  following  tables  show  com.parativc  process  during  1952  and  1953 • 
It  is  worthy  to  note  that  about  one  tliird  more  cooperators  were 
serviced  after  this  S3astemntic  m.ethod  of  scheduling  field  activity 
was  employed.  This,  was  accomplished  xdth  five  percent  less  man- 
power, The  ripproximate  man  years  available  in  the  work  unit  in 
1952  was  8.1.  In  1953  it  was  7.7  -man  years.  The  average  mdleago 
traveled  per  district  coeperator  was  reduced  from  116  miles  in 

1952  to^  5.0  miles  in  1953 ^ or  a reduction  of  57  percent.  Even  though 
more  work  was  accomplished  with  less  manpower , the  work  unit  staff 
was  able  to  take  more  annual  leave  in  1953  than  in  1952, 


Main  Activities 

Calend 

ar  Years 

Actual 

Change  s 

1952 

1933 

Amount 

Percent 

A,  Soil  surveys 

1.  Mapped 

acres 

18 5 121 

53,690 

+35,569 

+196,3 

2,  Time  required 

hours 

.522 

1,553 

+ 1,121 

+265.6 

3.  Average  per  hour 

'^.cres 

i;2.9 

35,8 

-8.1 

-31. 
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dn  Activities  (Cont*d)  . j ■ 

C ale  nda.r  Ye  ar  s 

Actual 

Ch-^nges 

1932 

1953 

Amount 

Percent 

Conservation  Planning  by  stages 

1, 

Initial  stage  of  planning 

a.  Cooperators  .....  nuiiber 

1U7 

A82 

+335 

+227.9 

bo  Area  covered acres 

23,966 

. 83,017 

+59,051 

+256.5 

‘ 2. 

Advanced  stage  of  planning 

a.  Cooperators nwiber 

0 

89 

+89 

b.  Area  covered.  ....  acres 

0 

17,517 

+17,517 

— 

' 3c 

Basic" conservation  plans  • 

a.  Number . 

9 

53 

+i-i5 

+589. 

b.  Acres  .....  

2,173 

8,863 

+6,690 

+308, 

’ U. 

Total ■ new  district ' cooperators 

. 

a.  Plans  .......  n-umber 

159 

. . 482  , . 

. .+323 

+203. 

b.  Area  covered  ....  acres 

26,139 

-83,017 

+56,878 

+218. 

• 5'. 

Active  total  cooperators  in  dist« 

> * 

- 

a.  Total  (at  end  of  ycar’)nuraber 

918 

1,556 

+538 

• +58.6 

bo  Total  . . o . 0 . . acres  16/4^349 

261,180 

+96,831 

+59. 

6, 

Total  man  hours,  each  year 

a.  Conservation  planning 

(all  stages)  , « . 

781 

. 1,731  . - 

. . ' +950 

+122. 

b.  Conservation  application 

(all  cooperators) 

)e,355 

3,659 

-?o6. 

..  -16... 

c.  Average  man  hours  on  appli- 

cat-ion  per  coop. 

A. 7 

2.1 

. -2,6 

-55. 

Application  of  Practices 

1. 

Ccntoiu'’  fa.rridng  o . . . . acres 

2,030 

5,317 

• +3,287 

+162. 

2. 

Stubble  mulching  . . . .,  acres  .. 

-2,18£ 

+1,986 

+91. 

3. 

Cons,  crop  rotations  o >.  .acres  . 

R,.77.8 

. , 3.,539  : 

+661 

+25. 

I).. 

Rotation  or  deferred  , . - . . 

grazing  . o . -o  . . . ■.  acres 

1U5 

. . 1,058. 

+903 

+622. 

5. 

Pasture  seeding  . . . .-..acres 

,2o5 

225 

-51 

-16. 

6. 

Contour  furromng  . . » ..acres  . 

. ,16A 

. , 385 

+221 

+135. 

7. 

Tree  planting  « ••,  « . . . acres. 

. - 18 

116 

+98 

+555. 

8. 

Hedge  row  planting  c • . miles- 

0 

1.9 

+1.9 

— 

9. 

Wildlife  area  improvement  .acres  . 

- . -9 

. . -25 

+16 

+178. 

10. 

Farm  drainage  ....  ....-acres 

. .500 

. 530 

+30 

+6. 

11. 

Terracing  . o -.  « . -miles  . 

. 122, 

,9  - 280 

+67.1 

+55. 

12. 

Pond  construction  , , o . nuiabcr 

11 

7 

-h 

-36. 

13. 

Waterway  development  . . acres 

i,5A6 

1,578 

+32 

+2. 

lllo 

Drop  spillway  . . . o . • . • nuigber 

. , 60 

■ 5l 

-9 

-15 

Ip. 

Fish  pond -rngt.  . . , ....nuraber 

. . 0 

32 

+32 

— 

16. 

Diversion  construction 

.2, 

,2-  2.8  ■ 

+ .6 

+27. 

D.  SCS  Assistance  on  AGP  work  

1.  iXP  referrals  received  - • nmber 

2,  ICP  referrals  serviced  . , nuiiber 

3*  Tctad.  fangs  serviced  « , nuigber 

(on  one  or  more  actions--)  . . 
Technical  services  used-  (ea^yro-) 
a,  SCS  regular  personnel  ^ I-l/lirsa 
be  SCS  employed  x-dth  f.M/hrSo 
c.  Total  SCS  assistance*  > M/lirs*. 

S.  Average  time  per  farm 
served 


. 3 , 385 

5 , 165  . , 

+280 

+7. 

.3,885- 

, 5,165 

+280 

+7. 

. 2,252 
‘1  * 

- 2,502 

+i5o 

+6. 

i t « 

15,L38 

12,057 

-2,091 

-15. 

■ 6,838 

3,559 

-3,289 

-58. 

20,9.76. 

.31^,596 

-5,380 

-26. 

-31. 


M/hrs, 


9.3 


6.1; 


2.9 


Main  Activities  (Cont'd) 

E.  Total  regular  work  iinit  tirae  used 
lo  Sub-total  operations’  (i tern  8 -195 ) 

^ M/hrs. 

Sub-total  facilitating  . . . M/'hrs. 
3«  Leave  taken  o . • . o • • « M/hrs. 
Ii.  Total  technical  time  ....  M/hrs. 
(from  1.9^) 

Approximate  man  years  • . • M/yrs. 


Calendar  Years  ’.  ’ • Ad’tual : Changes 


W2 

~~'T9j3 

Amount 

■ Percent 

..  8,163  ^ 

ai^ooh  ; • 

' "^2,8111 

' ,+35. 

7,173  - 

. 3,038. 

'■  -Ii,6S5 

■ -57. 

1,185  ^ 

■ '■■■ 

+269 

+23. 

16,521  • 

l5-,596>  ■ 

' -925 

' -6, 

8.1 

7.7 

-5. 

Mileage  traveled  by  work  unit 

staff 

• . ■« 

si  . » • 

1,  A’hlbmobiie s or  cars  . , . . 

miles 

35',388 

^ ll,it.7l4-^  ■ 

-23,91h' 

^68' 

2 • F iLclcuips 

miles 

71,280 

. 61,368.  ^ 

• -9,912 

- -lii 

3.  Total  (all  vehicles).  . » . 

mile  s 

106,668 

. 72,8h2  ■ 

-33,326 

' -32 

lio  Number  of  vehicles  operated 

No. 

16 

c : 10 

/ ' ^ ^6 

- -38 

5.  Average  miles  per  dist, 

cooperator  (F-3  by  B-5a)  ■ 

miles . 

'116 

. . ■ 50.  • 

-66 

■•-57 

6,  Average  miles  per  hour 
XTOrked  (F-3  by  D-I|b 
plus  E— h)  t.  e 

miles' 

U.5 

. -3.7 

-.8 

1 

H 

CD 

G.  Other  pertinent  data  ■ . . 

Such  as  tours,  demonstrr.tions, 
news  articles,  etc. 

Calendar  Years 
Unit  .19^'2  . . 1953 

Meetings  / ^ 


Group  ( small 
Watershed 

Annual  (District)  

Service  Clubs  «'• . 

Rural  School  Teachers . • . . . • 
Rural  Schools  s.-  • 

Caty  Schools  ....a.... 
Vocational  Agriculture  . . » . 

U-H  Clubs  

Contractors  ....o..... 
Church 

Tours 

Ministerial  Assn.  . 

Chamber  of  Commerce  ...... 

District  Cooperators  ...... 

County  Board  Supervisors  . . . 
Township  Board 

P.McA.  Committee  . 

Airplane 

Service  Clubs  « , . . . ...  . « . 
News  Articles  . 

Radio  Programs 

T.^V.  Programs  ,.  . • ........ 

News,.  Letters  ........o. 

Exhibit  • , • . . . , 


■ No.‘ 

25 

136 

No. 

3 

3. 

No. 

1 

1 

■No.' 

'U'  ' 

6 

-No.- 

• 1 

2 

No. 

12 

2 

•No." 

' '3 

2 

'No. 

-■  3' 

[. 

■No. 

1 

1 

■Noc 

^ 2 

1 

No.  . 

..  .5, 

h 

'No . 

■ >0 

1 

•No. 

2 

1 

Mo.  ' 

2 

h' 

No. 

0 

1 

No. 

0 

. . 1 

No.  ■ 

1 

1 

No.  ■ 

0 

1 

No . 

0 

1 

No. 

53 

67 

No. 

2I1. 

11 

No  e 

0 

1 

No. 

0 

ii 

No. 

0 

2 

f 


\ 


